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Site Nane and Location
Standard Auto Bunper Corporation Site
H al eah, Dade County, Florida

St at enent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renedial action for the Standard Auto Bunper Corporation site,
in H al eah, Dade County, Florida, which was chosen in accordance with the requirenents of the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund
Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA) and to the extent practicable, the National G| and

Hazar dous Substance Pol | ution Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record for this
site. The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environnental Protection (FDEP), has
been the support agency during the Renedial Investigation (R) and Feasibility Study (FS) process for the
Standard Auto Bunper Co. site. |In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency, FDEP has provided
input during this process. Based upon comrents received fromFDEP, it is expected that concurrence wll be
forthcom ng; however, a formal letter of concurrence has not yet been received.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
response action selected in the Record of Decision (ROD), may present an inmnent and substanti al
endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Remedy

The response action described in this docunent addresses the second and final operable unit for the site, the
cont ami nat ed groundwat er.

The maj or conponents of the selected remedy include the follow ng:

1 Nat ural attenuation

G oundwat er use controls

1 G oundwat er nonitoring
Statutory Deterninations
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State

requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment (or resource recovery)



technol ogy to the maxi num extent practicable for this site. Based on the limted area of the groundwater

pl ume; the apparent |ow nobility of groundwater contam nants due to site-specific hydrogeol ogic factors; the
groundwat er contam nants present and their concentrations, relative to drinking water quality standards; and
the fact that the source of the contam nation, the soil, will be renmoved this year, EPA concluded that it was
inmpracticable to treat the groundwater effectively. Thus, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory
preference for treatnment as a principal elenent.

This remedy will serve to mitigate the threat to human health through the natural attenuation of hazardous
substances rel eased fromthe site. Because this renedy will result in hazardous substances remaining onsite
above heal t h-based | evels, a review of the renedial action will be conducted within five years after the
initiation of the remedy to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protection to human heal th
and the environnment. The reviewwill be performed every five years thereafter until health-based levels are
achi eved.

Decenber 10, 1993
Patrick M Tobin DATE
Acting Regional Adm nistrator
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THE DECI SI ON SUMVARY
1.0 SITE DESCR PTI ON

The Standard Auto Bunper Corporation site is located in an industrialized area of northeast Dade County,
Florida at 2500 West 3rd Court, approximately six mles northwest of downtown Mam (Figure 1) and is defined
as all contam nation associated with and emanating fromthe site. Standard Auto Bunper Corporation was a
chrom um and nickel plating facility which operated at this H al eah address from 1959 until late 1992/ early
1993. The property area is approximately 42,000 square feet and is geographically |ocated at 25 50' 40" N
latitude, 80 17'15" WIlongitude. The site is shown in Figure 2 on the H aleah, Florida USGS 7.5 minute

t opogr aphi ¢ quadrangl e nap.

St andard Auto Bunper is bordered on the north by Quality Manufacturing Products, Inc. and Wrld Metals; on
the east, across West 3rd Court by Nela Junk Yard; on the south by Fernandez Transport Corporation; and on
the west, across the railroad track, by the Glda Bakery (Figure 3). The Red Road Canal is |ocated
approxi mately 300 feet west of the site running parallel to Wst 3rd Court and the railroad.

H al eah is an incorporated city that consists of heavy devel opnent with m xed zoning. The city has an
approxi mate popul ati on of 188,000 people and a strong nanufacturing, whol esale, service and retail industry.
Twenty percent of the property within a nile radius of the site is utilized for comrercial and industrial
purposes, sixty percent is residential, and the remaining 20 percent is used for recreational parks and
schools. It is estimated that 11,000 people live or work within a mle radius of the site.

2.0 SITE H STCORY

Standard Auto Bunper has owned the electroplating portion of the site since 1959. Prior to 1959, this
property was divided into 2 facilities: located on the southern half of the site was a sl aughterhouse, and on
the northern half of the property was a furnace/snelting conpany (Yacco, 1991). In 1959 Standard Auto Bunper
began chrom um and ni ckel plating operations on the site. Prior to installation of a treatnent systemin
1972, the wastewater fromthe electroplating and stripping process was di scharged to a drai nage ditch/swal e
area west of the facility. 1In 1972, the wastewater treatment systemwas constructed onsite to convert
hexaval ent chromumto trivalent chromium Approxi mately 5,760 gallons of wastewater per day were processed.
Bet ween 1972 and 1979 the effluent fromthe treatnment systemwas di scharged to an underground, sl ab-covered
drai nage trench located adjacent to the treatnent tanks. |In 1979, use of this trench was disconti nued when
the H al eah sewer system becanme the receptor for the effluent discharge. |In early 1993, Standard Auto Bunper
ceased operati ons and abandoned the facility leaving tanks with processing water and drunms onsite

<Fi gur e>

FI GURE 1 DADE COUNTY LOCATI ON MAP STANDARD AUTO BUWPER HI ALEAH, FLORI DA

<Fi gur e>

FI GURE 2 TOPOGRAPH C LOCATI ON MAP STANDARD AUTO BUWMPER HI ALEAH, FLORI DA

<Fi gur e>

FI GURE 3 SI TE BASE MAP

Wth the inplenentation of the wastewater treatnent systemand an acceptabl e nethod of discharge (sewer),
rel eases of hazardous substances to the environnent dimnished. However, nunerous illegal discharges of
treated and untreated wastes to the ground have been docunmented by Dade County authorities.

A Metropolitan Dade County Department of Environnental Resources Managenent (DERM inspector observed
effluent being discharged to a soakage trench in the back alley on May 10, 1977. The owner was ordered to

correct the violations. However, on Novenber 16, 1981, a county inspector observed that netal cleaning waste
was being discharged into an on-site drain. A county inspector on June 4, 1982, found open and | eaki ng druns



and di scharges of plating liquids onto the ground. A pipe was al so discovered leading fromthe facility into
an off-site ditch. Laboratory analysis by the county reveal ed that water in the ditch contained nickel (160
ng/1), chrom um (160 ng/l) and copper (7.52 ng/l).

A county Waste Dunping Citation was al so issued to the facility on June 4, 1982, and subsequent inspections
found the facility had not ceased illegal discharges. A Final Notice of Violation was issued on Cctober 5,
1983. A county inspector, on March 3, 1985, observed evidence of untreated wastewater discharges into the
city sewer systemfromthe site.

On August 14, 1985 soil and groundwater sanples collected onsite contai ned nunerous contani nants associ at ed
with netal plating activities. On Decenber 3, 1985, waste sanples collected by county officials contained
concentrations of total cadm um and nickel which exceeded county groundwater quality standards. On Septenber
10, 1986, county officials observed illegal discharges and an overflow pipe |eading offsite.

An Expanded Site Investigation (ESI) was conducted at the site in March 1987 by the NUS Corporation, the U S
EPA Region IV Field Investigation Team (FIT). Nunerous soil and groundwater sanples were collected at the
site as part of the ESI, and were used to docunent the Hazard Ranki ng System (HRS) package data and to
expedite the Renedial |nvestigation (RI/FS).

The ESI sanpl es were anal yzed for the paraneters in the Hazardous Substance List. This list, which was a
precursor to the Target Conpound List and Target Anal yte List, included organic and inorganic chem cals.

El evat ed concentrations of heavy netals were found in the fornmer disposal areas and other areas of interest.
Simlar contaminants were identified in the soils, groundwater, and waste effluent sanples, indicating that
the source of groundwater contamination is soil |leachate fromthe discharge areas. The detected organic
conmpounds i ncl uded pol ynucl ear aronmati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs) and pesticides. PAHs are associated with
creosote products that can be found in railroad ties and asphalt paving. Pesticides are not related to the
el ectropl ating process and were not attributed to the Standard Auto Bunper Corp. site. No groundwater

sanpl es contai ned concentrati ons of any organi ¢ conpounds above Federal or State drinking water standards.

The ESI recommended excavation of the contam nated soil fromparticular areas on-site to decrease the source
of heavy metal contamination. This report al so suggested that the extent and nature of offsite contanination
be ascertained. Goundwater contamination and its extent to the west, and the inpact froma |ocal canal on
groundwat er flow should be further defined. The report noted that even with the high transmssivity of the
Bi scayne aquifer and the depth of the confining | ayer, groundwater renedi ation was possi bl e.

The site was proposed for inclusion to the National Priority List (NPL) list in June 1988 and becane
finalized in Cctober 1989 based on the HRS package (1987).

Standard Auto Bunper entered into a consent agreement with DERMin 1988 to inplenent a Renedial Action Plan
(RAP). The plan's objectives were to address the extent of contam nation; design plans for soil renoval,
groundwat er nmonitoring and facility inprovenents; and establish time schedul es and estinmate costs for

remedi ation. Before work outlined in the RAP began, an Administrative Order (AO for Renoval (1989) between
EPA and Standard Auto Bunper was devel oped to renove contam nated soils.

The AO for Renoval specified soil clean-up |evels based on the Extraction Procedure (E. P.) Toxicity test
nethod for the contamnants at the site. During the renoval action these clean up goals were reeval uated
based on a site-specific soil partitioning coefficient and the potential for the soil contanminants to nigrate
to the groundwater. A cleanup |evel of 300 nmg/ kg for nickel was cal cul ated using a Maxi mum Cont am nant Level
(MCL) of 140 ug/l. DERM proposed an alternative nickel cleanup concentration of 200 ng/ kg. EPA concurred
with DERM s suggestion and proposed to change the AOto reflect the new cl eanup goal, which would nore likely
be attainable at the site. However, the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP), Standard Auto Bunper, did not
respond to this proposal.

In 1989, under the removal AOQ the PRP excavated the soil and sludge in the bottom of the slab-covered trench
and sent it to the Chemi cal Waste Managenent facility in Emelle, Al abama for disposal. Soils excavated from
the drainage ditch and south areas of the site were not deened hazardous waste and were sent to the |ocal
landfill. Confirmatory sanples of the soil remaining in the ground after excavati on contai ned ni ckel above



the cl eanup concentrati on.

The PRP did not continue excavating and the soil renmained in the ground. This renaining soil was the focus of
the operable unit (QJ) one R /FS.

On February 28, 1990 an AO by Consent was signed between Standard Auto Bunper and EPA to inplenent the RI/FS.
Pursuant to the 1990 RI/FS AQ, Standard Auto prepared and subnmitted a RI/FS Wrk Pl an, which was approved by
the EPA. However, prior to inplenenting the work outlined in the plan, the conpany indicated that they were
financially unable to continue the RI/FS. Subsequently, EPA took over the site activities and Region |V,
Atlanta, performed an in-house RI/FS. |n 1991 EPA conducted soil, sedinment, surface water and groundwater
sanpling as part of the R/FS.

The FS for the soil, QU one, was conpleted in Septenber 1992 and the ROD i ssued on Septenber 28, 1992. The
ROD determined that all soil containing concentrations of total chrom um hexaval ent chrom um or nickel above
519 ppm 52 ppmor 370 ppm respectively, would be excavated and di sposed at a Florida Cass | Landfill.

G oundwat er nonitoring was al so specified to determne the effectiveness of the source renedy.

On Cctober 14, 1992 the EPA issued a notice letter to the PRP, pursuant to Section 122(a) of CERCLA, for the
Remedi al Desi gn/ Renedi al Action (RDYRA). The PRP did not respond and EPA began the renedi al design for the
QU one source renoval in early 1993. EPAis currently negotiating a State Superfund Contract with the State
of Florida to assure the State's cost share of the soil remedy in accordance with the requirenent for a state
to share 10% of the cost of a renedial action which uses Superfund noni es. Emergency Response Contract
Support (ERCS) is planning to conduct the renedial action for EPA. Confirmatory sanpling during QU one wil|l
determine that all contam nated soil above cleanup goals stated above is excavated.

In addition to these current remedial activities, an enmergency renoval is being conducted at the site to
address the imedi ate threats of the druns and tanks left at the abandoned facility.

3.0 HGHLIGHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Prior to the site-wide RI/FS the EPA conducted an Infornation Availability session to introduce the Superfund
process and the site to the comunity, explain the activities planned for the site, and answer any questions.
The neeting, held on January 10, 1991 in a local school, was publicized in |ocal papers and by door to door
canvassing in the community. At the conpletion of the RI/FS for QU one, the RI/FS Report and Proposed Pl an
for the soil were released to the public in August 1992. Simlarly at the conpletion of the RI/FS for QU
two, the RI/FS Report and Proposed Plan for the groundwater were released to the public in August 1993. Al
docunents were made available to the public in both the Adm nistrative Record and an information repository
mai ntai ned at the EPA Records Center in Region IV and the John F. Kennedy Menorial Library in H al eah.

The notice of availability for the documents for the second QU was published in the Mam Herald on August
26, 1993, and the Spani sh newspaper, Diario Las Anrericas, on August 24 and 31, 1993.

The Proposed Plan for the groundwater was sent to approximately 500 people in the community, governnent, and
nedia. A public comment period was held from August 24 to Septenber 23, 1993. A public neeting, announced
in the public notices and in the Proposed Plan, was held in the library on Septenber 2, 1993. The purpose of
the neeting was to present the proposed plan and answer questions. No H aleah citizens attended the public
neeting. One staff menber from DERM attended the meeting and provided a witten comment to EPAin a letter
dated August 31, 1993. This comment was the only comment received during this period and is included in the
Responsi veness Summary, which is part of this ROD (Appendix B).

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT TWO

As with many Superfund sites, studying and addressing contam nated nedia in the nost efficient nanner can be
a difficult endeavor, due to conplex characteristics of each site. As a result, EPA organized the site into
two QUs: one to address contaninant source areas (QOU one) and the other to eval uate groundwater conditions
(AU two). QU two includes the contam nated groundwater associated with and emanating fromthe site. This
deci si on docunment presents the selected renmedial action for QU two of the Standard Auto Bunper Corporation



Superfund Site, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA. The decision for this site is based on
the Adm nistrative Record

The groundwat er poses a principal threat to human health and the environnent due to ingestion of contam nated
groundwat er by future residents. The renedial objectives for this QU are to prevent current or future
exposure to the groundwater contaninated with nickel and other inorganic conpounds through groundwater use
controls and to restore groundwater to heal t h-based | evel s through natural attenuation

5.0 SITE CHARACTERI STI CS

The nature and extent of the contam nation at the site was investigated during the RI/FS. Based on these
studi es, a sunmary of the geol ogy, hydrogeol ogy, subsurface features, and the sanpling results are provided
in this section. The discussion on the sanpling studies includes groundwater, surface water and sedi nent
sanpling results.

5.1 GCeol ogy

In south Florida, the upper 3,000 feet of rocks are conposed chiefly of linestone, dolonmte, sand, clay,

marl, and shells. Geologically, the Biscayne Aquifer is conposed of soils of Hol ocene age and rock ranging
in age from Pl ei stocene through Pliocene. The 1987 ESI docunented nostly unconsolidated surficial deposits
at the site consisting of cal careous sands and gravels to a depth of approximately 28 feet bel ow | and surface
and quartz sands to a depth of approxi mately 48 feet. A harder, consolidated bedrock unit was reportedly
encount ered bel ow the surficial deposits and was described as cavity-riddled, fossiliferous, marine
limestone. At the site, the Biscayne Aquifer extends to a depth of approximately 110 feet bel ow sea | evel

Sol ution cavities occupy a significant volune of the linestone in the Biscayne Aquifer, causing it to have
hi gh horizontal and vertical perneabilities. The lower part of the oolitic |imestone is also cavity riddled
and is identified by the presence of bryozoans. A hard cavernous |inmestone underlies the bryozoan | ayer.
Because of the extremely high perneability of this linestone, all |large capacity wells are conpleted in this
part of the aquifer, generally 40 to 100 feet bel ow the | and surface.

5.2 Hydrogeol ogy

The uppernost hydrogeol ogi cal water bearing unit in the study area is the Biscayne Aquifer. The Bi scayne
Aquifer is the major source of all the nmunicipal water for the residents of the southeast coast of Florida
from Boca Raton southward and is conposed of |inestone, sandstone, and sand.

The major aquifers in south Florida are conposed primarily of |imestone and supply varying yields of potable
and non-pot abl e bracki sh water for nunicipal and irrigation water use in southern Florida. The aquifers,
rangi ng from highest to | owest yield, are: the Biscayne Aquifer of southeast Florida, the Shallow Aquifer of
South West Florida, and the Coastal Aquifer of Palm Beach and Martin Counties (Figure 4). Underlying these
aquifers is a thick confining |ayer conposed of relatively inperneable beds of clay and marl which overlie
the Floridan aquifer.

The Floridan Aquifer in southern Florida is conposed of perneable |imestone and contai ns non-potabl e bracki sh
water. The inpermeabl e beds separating the shallow aquifers and the deeper Floridan aquifer shield against
the upward intrusion of brackish water. However, there is no shield against the | ateral encroachment of
seawat er .

Recharge to the Biscayne Aquifer is prinmarily by local rainfall. Infiltrationis rapid in the areas covered
by sand, or where soil is absent. In the site vicinity, the soil type consists of fine quartz sand.
Di scharge is by evapotranspiration, canal drainage, coastal seepage, and punping

<Fi gur e>

FI GURE 4 SHALLOW AQUI FERS | N SQUTHERN FLORI DA



Transmi ssivity (T) of the Biscayne Aquifer ranges fromb5.4 X 10[4] ft[2]/day (581 cni?2]/sec) where the
aquifer is nostly sand to greater than 1.6 X 10[6] ft[2]/day (17,200 cnf2]/sec) in the linmestone-rich areas.
During the ESI conducted in 1987, site specific values of hydraulic conductivity (K) were deternined to range
between 42.8 ft/day (0.0151 cnisec) to 102 ft/day (0.036 cnisec) or an average of 62.6 ft/day (0.0221
cmisec). Using the relationship T=Kb, a site specific value for the transmssivity of the unconsolidated

cal careous sands and gravels and quartz sand zone can be estimated: T = 62.6 ft/day X 48 ft = 3000 ft[2]/day
(32.3 cnf2]/sec). This site specific value for the transm ssivity of the unconsolidated zone is an order of
magni tude | ower than the published value for the sandy portion of the Biscayne Aquifer.

Regi onal flow of ground water in the Biscayne Aquifer of southeast Florida is seaward. Locally, however, the
direction and rate of flow may be significantly influenced by the direct surface water connection of the
canal system other surface water features, and/or by punping fromwell fields.

5.3 Subsurface Features

In the northwest corner of the site there is an unused underground storage tank. A gas line extends fromthe
east side to the west of the site on the north edge of the property. No other underground structures are
known to exist at the site.

5.4 Sanpling Results

The fol |l owi ng summari zes groundwat er sanpling data contained in the Rl Report on G oundwater Conditions at
the Standard Auto Bunper Corporation Site, May 1993. The surface water and sedinent sanpling results
addressed during QU one are also briefly described due to the groundwater's potential inpact on surface
waters. This information was culled fromthe R Report for Standard Auto Bunper Corporation, July 1992.
Bot h of these docunments can be found in the Adm nistrative Record.

5.4.1 G oundwat er
The primary purpose of the groundwater RI/FS was to determ ne the condition of the groundwater by
internmittently sanpling the groundwater at the site over a year and a half period. FromApril 1991 through

Novenber 1992 four rounds of groundwater sanples were collected fromthe nmonitoring wells onsite and offsite.

Simlar contam nants were detected in the groundwater during each of the four sanpling events at the site.
The sanpling phases were as fol |l ows:

! Prelimnary R Phase in April 1991

Phase | in January 1992

Phase Il in May 1992

Phase |11 in Novenber 1992

Thi s periodic sanpling provided an accurate deternination of contam nant concentrati ons and groundwater flow
direction. H ghest concentrations of contami nants were consistently found in offsite nmonitoring well MM2S,
| ocat ed downgradi ent and adjacent to the drainage ditch on the western side of the building.

During the Prelimnary R Phase all existing nonitor wells at the site were sanpled. Federal Maximum
Contami nant Levels (MCLs) for chromum lead and arsenic and Florida Drinking Water Standards (DWS) for
chrom um copper, iron, |ead, nanganese, and arsenic were exceeded i n nost groundwater sanples collected
during the Prelimnary Rl Phase. The groundwater regulatory levels are shown in Table 1 and cont ani nant
concentrations are shown in Figure 5. The Prelimnary R Phase was the only tinme when the deeper nonitoring
wel | s exceeded MCLs or primary DWs.

During Phase |, the Secondary MCL (SMCL) and secondary DW5 for iron, the MCLs for chrom um nickel, and |ead,
and the primary DW5s for chrom umand | ead were exceeded in the tenporary nonitoring wells (Figure 6). 1In the



permanent nonitoring wells chromum nickel and | ead concentrations exceeded MCLs (Figure 7). Hexaval ent
chromum the nore toxic formof chromium was not detected in any of the shallow nonitoring wells.

Phase Il of the Rl yielded results that were a departure fromthe earlier observed conditions (Figure 8). No
chrom um copper, lead or zinc was detected in the shallow nmonitoring wells. N ckel was the only contam nant
whi ch exceeded the MCL in the shallow nonitoring wells. No MCLs or primary DW were exceeded in the deeper
monitoring wells. Two new deep nonitoring wells, that were installed as part of Phase Il, contained the nost
inorganic analytes. The R Report determned that the | ow concentrati ons of chromum nickel, lead, and zinc
slightly above their respective detection limts and only in these two deep nonitoring wells did not appear
to be indicative of representative groundwater concentrations. |t was noted that alum numlevels in these
two nonitoring wells were two orders of nagnitude higher than in any other sanple. Based on these results,
and the sanple clarity with respect to that obtained in the other shallow or deep groundwater sanples, it is
likely that the sanples were collected prior to adequate devel opnent of the wells.

The fourth and final round of sanpling, Phase Ill, confirmed the results found during the third round of
sanpling, Phase Il. Sanpling results are contained in Appendix A Chrom um copper, and | ead were not
detected in any of the ground water sanples fromthe shallow or deep nonitoring wells. In the shallow

nonitoring wells, nickel concentrations slightly exceeded MCLs in two onsite groundwater sanples (120 ug/l in
MM 4S and MM 11S) and in an offsite groundwater sanple (270 ug/l in MM02). Secondary DWs for al um num and
iron were exceeded in the shallow nonitoring wells al so
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FI GURE 5 CONCENTRATI ONS OF SELECTED | NORGANI C ANALYTES DETECTED | N GROUND WATER FROM EXI STI NG VELLS DURI NG
THE PRELI M NARY R SAMPLI NG PHASE, (04/91)
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FI GURE 6 CONCENTRATI ONS OF SELECTED | NORGANI C ANALYTES DETECTED | N GROUND WATER FROM TEMPCRARY MONI TORI NG
WELLS DURING THE PHASE | Rl (01-02/92)
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FI GURE 7 CONCENTRATI ONS OF SELECTED | NORGANI C ANALYTES DETECTED | N GROUND WATER FROM PERVANENT WELLS DURI NG
THE PHASE 1 R, (01-02/92)
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FI GURE 8 CONCENTRATI ONS OF SELECTED | NORGANI C ANALYTES DETECTED | N GROUND WATER FROM PERVANENT WELLS DURI NG
THE PHASE 2 R, (05/92)

In all four deeper nonitoring wells and the one onsite industrial well, nickel was undetected and al

contami nants were below the MCLs and primary DWS. The fact that secondary DWS for iron were exceeded in al
the deep nonitoring wells, the industrial well, and seven of the eight shallow nonitoring wells may indicate
that high iron levels are widespread in this industrial area. The secondary DW5 for al um numwas only
slightly exceeded in one deep nonitoring well. Table 2 contains a sunmary of the results of the groundwater
anal ysis during the fourth round of sanpling, including the contam nants detected, the range of
concentrations, frequency of detection, detection limt (DL) and background/control |evels. Because the
shal  ow and deeper aquifers |acked any definitive hydrogeol ogic | ayer separating the contam nants detected,

t he groundwat er sanpling data fromboth the shall ow and deeper wells were conbined. Selected groundwat er
contami nant concentrations for the final round of sanpling are depicted in Figure 9.

The Rl data indicates a trend towards decreasi ng chrom um concentrations, particularly in the nmonitoring well



where nost of the high contami nant |evels have been found, MM02. O fsite chromummgration in the
groundwat er was not observed. The Rl Report determned that nickel is the only one of the five chenicals
selected in the report as the contam nants of interest (chromium copper, |ead, nickel, and cyanide) that
currently inpacts the groundwater. The DW5 for nickel was only slightly exceeded in the two onsite
nmonitoring wells during the fourth and final round of sanpling. N ckel exceeded its DAs in one offsite
nmonitoring well (MWM2S), approximately 20 feet fromthe site, during the |ast sanpling event; however, the
|l evel was the | owest concentration for that well detected during any of the sanpling events. There has been
a noticeabl e decrease in the nickel concentration during each sanpling event as shown in Figure 10. The R
report stated that there was a change in sanpling nmethod between April 1991, and January 1992, that nay have
accounted for a najority of this decrease. However, after January 1992, sanpling nethods renuained the same
and the decrease continued. No vertical nigration was observed during the sanpling events. Horizontally,

ni ckel appears to be sonmewhat |ocalized to the site, but is influenced by the fluctuating groundwater flow
di rection.

The Rl docunented fluctuating directions and rates of groundwater flow in the Biscayne Aquifer. The
groundwat er nmovenent in the aquifer appears to be directly influenced by the canal system (particularly
nearby Red Road Canal) and the punping fromwells in the vicinity of the site.

The data confirned that the source of groundwater contami nation is nmost likely the contam nated soil in the
former drainfield area north of the building and the surface drai nage areas west and south of the facility
buil ding, as determ ned during the soil investigation for QU one. During QU one, contam nation was found in

sone of these areas in soil |located six feet bel ow the surface where soil interfaces with groundwater.



TABLE 2

CONTAM NANTS DETECTED | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

(ug/l)

DETECTED AVERACGE

CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON  BACKGROUND
DETECTI ON
CONTAM NANT RANGE LIMT OF DETECTED LEVEL
FREQUENCY
Bari um 12 - 36 NA 19.8 17 12/ 12
N ckel 26 - 270 20 134 20U 4/ 12
Strontium 360 - 870 NA 726 830 13/ 12
Titani um 11 - 15 10 13 10U 2/ 12
Zinc 12 - 81 10 24.2 17 11/ 12
Al um num 120 - 460 100 278 100U 4/ 12
Manganese 11 - 50 10 24.3 23 11/12
Cal ci um 57000 - 89000 NA 76499 94000 12/ 12
Magnesi um 2700 - 10000 NA 7325 7200 12/ 12
Iron 180 - 2700 NA 1031 2300 12/ 12
Sodi um 17000 - 45000 NA 35916 37000 12/ 12
Pot assi um 2100 - 3200 2000 2481 2800 8/ 12

NA:  Not Avail able
Sources: Final Baseline R sk Assessnent for the G oundwater Pathway, Standard Auto Bunper Site
Remedi al I nvestigation Report on Gound Water Conditions at the Standard Auto Bunper Corporation Site

<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>



FI GURE 9 CONCENTRATI ONS OF SELECTED | NORGANI C ANALYTES DETECTED | N GROUNDWATER FROM PERVANENT WELLS DURI NG
THE FOURTH ROUND OF SAMPLI NG (11/92)

<Fi gur e>
FI GURE 10 Ni ckel Concentration Mnitoring Wll MM2S
5.4.2 Surface Water and Sedi ment

Three sedi ment sanples and surface water sanples were collected in Red Road Canal and anal yzed for TCL/ TAL
and TAL, respectively. The sedinment sanples contained netals which did not appear to be related to the site,
with the exception of |ead at a maxi mum concentration of 120 ng/kg. The surface water sanples fromthe sanme
| ocation contained no detectable chrom um copper, cadnm um nickel, |ead, arsenic, or cyanide

The RI for the soils concluded that surface water data could not be correlated with the soil and groundwat er
data for the site. Al so the upgradient surface water concentrations were nearly identical to the
downgr adi ent concentrati ons.

6.0 SUWARY OF SITE R SKS

As part of the RI/FS, EPA prepared a Baseline R sk Assessnent for the Standard Auto Bunper Corp. site. This
ri sk assessnment was carried out to characterize, in the absence of renmedial action (i.e., the "no-action"
alternative), the current and potential threats to hunman health and the environnment that may be posed by
exposure to contamnants migrating fromthe groundwater. Results are contained in the Final Baseline Risk
Assessment report, July 1993. The assessnent considers environmental media and exposure pathways that could
result in unacceptable |evels of exposure now or in the foreseeable future. Data collected and anal yzed
during the RI provided the basis for the risk evaluation. The risk assessnent process can be divided into
four conmponents: contam nant identification, exposure assessnent, toxicity assessnment, and risk
characterization

6.1 Contam nants of Concern

Contami nants of concern (COCs) are contamnants that are detected in the groundwater and that nay pose health
ri sks to humans comng in contact with them The contam nants of concern identified for this site are shown
below in Table 3. Estinmates are al so nade for concentrations of COCs used to estinate the uptake by exposed
popul ations. |In general, the 95% upper confidence linmt (UCL) of the arithmetic average is used as the
exposure concentration value unless the 95% UCL exceeds the maxi num concentration of the COC. For this risk
assessnent, maxi num concentrati ons of the COCs were used for all exposure point concentrations. The range of
det ected concentrations, which includes the nmaxi mum values for these COCs are included in Table 2 presented
earlier in this document.

6.2 Exposure Assessment

The exposure assessment estimated potential adverse health effects that nay result from exposure to hazardous
constituents in the groundwater at the site. The analysis identified and quantified risk for four different
potential exposure receptors, the current onsite worker, the current site visitor, the hypothetical future
adult resident and future child resident. The EPA, OSWER Directive 9355.0-30, April 22, 1991, asserts that
"The potential |and use associated with the highest |evel of exposure and risk that can reasonably be
expected to occur should be addressed in the baseline risk assessnent. Further, this |Iand use and these
exposure assunptions should be used in devel opi ng renedi ati on goal s"

Based on EPA gui dance and the industrial nature of the site and surroundi ng businesses, future industria
land use at this site was primarily considered. However, since residences are |ocated near the site, future
residential |and use was eval uated. Businesses which surround the site include a car repair, a junk yard, a
trucki ng conpany, a |unber conpany, gas stations, a hardware store, and a bakery. These conpanies are all

|l ocated on the sanme bl ock as Standard Auto Bunper or are across the street fromthe site. The nearest
residence to the site is |ocated approximately 350 feet to the west.



No current exposure routes were identified for the onsite workers and site visitors because there are no
public or private drinking water wells in the area. Regardless, oral exposures were evaluated in the risk
assessnent. Inhal ati on exposure could not be determ ned since netals do not volatilize. Dermal exposure
woul d produce negligible results since heavy netals do not readily penetrate skin tissue. Receptors

subj ected to reasonabl e maxi mum exposure under a future scenario are hypothetical residents who would |ive
onsite and use the groundwater for drinking and househol d purposes. Al receptors were exposed to either the
reasonabl e maxi num exposure or the maxi mum concentration detected

Reasonabl e maxi mum exposure poi nt concentrati ons of contam nants of concern in the groundwater were estinated
to quantify intakes of chemicals for each exposure pathway. General assunptions for the calculation of the
intake factor regardl ess of pathway and specific assunptions for each exposure scenario were used to estimate
intakes. Assunptions for the hypothetical residential exposure scenario include: 1) the body weights for
the adult and child are 70 kg and 15 kg, respectively, 2) the exposure frequency is 350 days/year, 3) the
nati onal upper-bound tinme at a single residence is 30 years for an adult and 6 years for a child, 4) the
exposed skin area for the adult and child is approximately 5300 cnf2] and 5000 cni?2], respectively, 5) the
adult's average time (AT) for noncarcinogenic chemcals exposure is cal culated by averagi ng 365 days/ year
over a period of 30 years to yield an AT of 10,950 days, and 6) the child s AT for noncarcinogens is 6 years
x 365 days/year or 2190 days.

6.3 Toxicity Assessment

To assess the possible toxicol ogical effects fromexposure, health effects criteria are derived froma review
of health and environnmental standards and published toxicol ogical studies. Toxicity values were extracted
fromthe Integrated Risk Information System For the risk assessnent, contami nants are separated into two
toxicity categories, depending on whether they exhibit carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic effects. None of the
COCs at this site were carcinogens. Therefore, noncarcinogenic hazard risk |levels were determ ned for each
COC in each exposure scenario. Toxicity values, which estimate the rel ationship between the dose and
response, were determned to assess exposure risk levels for the ingestion of groundwater pathway.

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects
from exposure to COCs exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of ng/kg-day,
are estimates of lifetime daily exposure |levels for hunmans including sensitive individuals. Estimated
intakes of COCs fromenvironmental nedia (e.g., the anount of a COC ingested from contam nated drinking
water) can be conpared to the RFD. RfDs are derived from human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or aninal studies to
whi ch uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of aninmal data to predict effects
on humans). These uncertainty factors help ensure that the RfiDs will not underestimate the potential for
adverse effects to occur. The RfDs utilized in the risk assessnment are |listed on Table 4.

6.4 Characterization of R sk
Pot enti al noncarci nogeni ¢ and carci nogeni c risks posed by the contam nants of concern in the various exposure

pat hways were evaluated for the risk assessnent; however, all the COCs for this site are noncarcinogenic. The
potential for noncarcinogenic effects was eval uated by conparing an exposure |evel over a specified tine

period (e.g., life-time) with a reference dose derived for a simlar exposure period. The ratio of exposure
to toxicity is called a hazard quotient. Hazard quotients were summed in order to screen for possible
curmul ative effects due to exposure to yield a hazard index. |If either the hazard quotient or the hazard

i ndex exceed one, the potential for adverse health effects exists.



TABLE 3

CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN
GROUNDWATER

Bari um

Manganese

N ckel

Zinc

TABLE 4

NONCARCI NOGENI C TOXI G TY VALUES FOR CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN

CONTAM NANT

Bari um
Manganese
N ckel
Zinc

1 IR'S (EPA 1993)

Source: Final Baseline R sk Assessnent for the G oundwater Pathway,

| NGESTI ON Rf D
(my/ kg- day)

7. 0E-02[ 1]
5. OE- 03[ 1]
2. 0E-02[ 1]
3. 0E-01[ 1]

St andard Aut o Bunper



The noncarci nogenic risk levels for the groundwater are presented in Table 5. Al COCs have hazard quotients
|l ess than one for the future hypothetical adult resident; therefore, the hazard index is bel ow one. Barium
and zinc posed cumul ati ve hazard quotients bel ow one for the future hypothetical child resident. However
manganese and ni ckel exceeded the acceptabl e hazard quotients for the child resident scenario, contributing
to an overall hazard index of 3.07. By conbining the hazard quotients of the adult and child residents, it
is possible to determ ne an overall future hazard index. The noncarci nogeni c hazard index for the

hypot heti cal resident associated with ingestion of groundwater is 3.728

In summary, an unacceptabl e noncarcinogenic risk is present, primarily fromnickel and nanganese at this
site. Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an imminent and substantial endangernent to public
health, welfare, or the environment.

6.5 Environnmental R sks

As discussed earlier, this site is located in an industrial/comercial setting and was expected to have
limted environnental inpacts. The prinary habitats identified at the site and surrounding areas are limted
grass areas. This site does not provide many habitat resources for wildlife, due to the industrial nature of
the site. Canals in proximty to the site also serve as habitats. The site and canal sanpling data and the
nature of the relationship of the canal to the site do not indicate there is an offsite environnental risk
Contanminants identified in the Red Road Canal have not been determned to be fromthe site and upgradi ent
surface water sanples were simlar to downgradi ent concentrations. Sedinents indicate mnor |evels of

contamination that are not necessarily linked to the site, i.e. |ead exceeded its Effects Range-Low (ER-L)
concentration in sedinments, but |lead was not detected in the three nonitoring wells west of the site during
the past two groundwater sanpling events. DERM has been nmade aware of these results for the canal. It is

likely that the lead and zinc could be a result of traffic or industrial influences and not the site.
Contamination fromthe site via surface water discharge is not likely due to the businesses, el evated
railroad, and four-1lane road | ocated between the site and the canal



TABLE 5
HAZARD QUOTI ENTS FOR | NGESTI ON OF GROUNDWATER FOR FUTURE HYPOTHETI CAL RESI DENTS

AVERAGE ORAL HAZARD
DAILY | NTAKE REFERENCE DOSE QUOTI ENTS
Cont ani nant (my/ kg- day) (my/ kg- day)
Adul t
Bari um 9. 86E- 04 7. 0E-02 1.41E-02
Manganese 1. 37E- 03 5. 0E- 03 2. 74E-01
N ckel 7. 26E-03 2. 0E-02 3. 63E-01
Zinc 2. 22E- 03 3.9E-01 7. 40E- 03
HAZARD | NDEX: 6. 58E- 01
Child
Bari um 4. 61E- 03 7. 0E-02 6. 59E- 02
Manganese 6. 40E- 03 5. OE- 03 1. 28E-00
N ckel 3. 39E- 02 2.0E-02 1. 69E- 00
Zinc 1. 04E- 02 3.0E-01 3. 47E- 02
HAZARD | NDEX: 3. 07E+00

Source: Final Baseline R sk Assessnent for the G oundwater Pathway, Standard Auto Bunper



No occurrences of Federally or State protected species or habitats were identified for the site
6.6 Renediation Goal s

The risk assessment determ ned site-specific remediation goals for the groundwater to initially establish
level s suitable for drinking. Because all the COCs have MCLs, the MCL values were utilized as remedi al goals
for this site. The remediation goals for the COCs are included in Table 6. Site groundwater sanples did show
al umi num and iron above State secondary DWS. Those standards are included in Table 6 al so.

7.0 DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Based on the results of the R and Baseline R sk Assessnent, EPA concluded that forner operations conducted
at the Standard Auto Bunper facility have resulted in the contanmination of groundwater in close proxinity to
the site. A feasibility study was conducted to devel op and evaluate renedial alternatives for contani nated
groundwater at the site. Prelimnary renedial alternatives were assenbled from applicable renedi a

t echnol ogy process options and were initially evaluated for effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost. Based
on this evaluation, the followi ng renedial alternatives were selected for the site. The NCP requires that a
no action alternative be considered at every site to serve primarily as a point of conparison for other

al ternatives.

7.1 Aternative 1 - No Action

This alternative does not provide any renedial activities to address the source of contanination. Mnitoring
for at least 30 years would be included to evaluate trends in the contam nants' concentrations in the
groundwater. Existing nonitoring wells would be used for |ong-term groundwater nonitoring.

Because this alternative would result in contanminants renmining onsite, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed every five years. |f indicated by the review, remedial actions would be inplemented at that tine to
address the contam nated groundwater.

As stated above, the No Action alternative was considered as a baseline option for conparison to other
renmedi al action alternatives. The total present worth cost, due to the operati on and nmai ntenance (O&%\V) costs
for groundwater nonitoring activities, is $94,700. No construction is involved with this alternative

7.2 Aternative 2 - Natural Attenuation and Institutional Controls

Institutional controls, or access controls, refer to obtaining easements or other instrunents from property
owners above groundwat er exceedi ng the cl eanup | evel guaranteeing that they will not use water fromthe
surficial aquifer for drinking water purposes. The agreements would remain in force until at |east one year
beyond such tine as the groundwater cleanup |evel is achieved. The covenants run with the |and and so once
the agreenment is recorded, the prohibition on groundwater use woul d be enforced agai nst the current |andowner
and all subsequent purchasers of the property.



TABLE 6

REMEDI ATI ON GOALS FOR WATER

CONTAM NANT

Bari um
Manganese
Ni ckel

Zi nc

1 ML
2 SMCL

CONTAM NANT

Al um num
Iron

Source: Final Baseline R sk Assessnent for the G oundwater Pathway,

MAXI MUM
CONTAM NANT LEVEL

(mo/1)

2[1]

0. 05[ 2]
0.1[1]
5[ 2]

SECONDARY STATE
DRI NKI NG WATER

St andard Aut o Bunper



This alternative would al so provide for groundwater nonitoring to ensure that contam nant |evels decrease
during natural attenuation of the groundwater or that contamnation is not migrating. Monitoring would
continue for at |east one year after the concentrations in all nonitored wells decrease bel ow the cl eanup
level s. Should any concentrations above cl eanup goals be detected within this post-remedi ation nonitoring
period, actions would be taken to verify the contam nant levels, and, if verified, additional contro
nmeasures woul d be triggered. One of the two extraction alternatives would be inplemented as a conti ngency
rermredy.

The cost of this alternative is dependent upon obtaining deed restrictions. It is estimated that these could
be put in place within a few nonths. Capital costs for the institutional controls or deed restrictions are
estimated at $19,250. The &M woul d include the sanme activities and costs as those described for Alternative
1 ($94,700). Total present worth costs for Alternative 2 are $113, 950

7.3 Aternative 3 - Extraction and Di scharge

This alternative would control the plume and recover contam nants fromthe groundwater to actively reduce the
contami nants' concentrations. The contam nated groundwater would be collected through a single recovery well
or a series of recovery wells and piped to a central |location onsite. Extracted site groundwater would then
be punped to the sewer systemwhere it would flowto the local publicly owned treatnent works (POTW after
EPA receives approval from DERM for disposal. Dilution of the contam nant concentrations woul d occur upon

m xing with the other wastewater in the sewer system Long-term periodic groundwater nonitoring woul d
docunent that contam nated groundwater is being renoved fromthe groundwater.

Alternative 3 is projected to require four nonths for inplenentation. Assunming three recovery wells are
utilized, the estimated construction costs for this renedial action are $554, 825 and the estimated annual Q&M
costs are $212,150. The total present worth cost for this alternative is approxi mately $3, 816, 101

7.4 Aternative 4 - Extraction, Treatnent, and D scharge

Alternative 4 involves a simlar type of groundwater recovery systemas Alternative 3. However, prior to

di scharge the netals woul d be renmoved by a physical/chem cal treatnment process such as ion exchange or
precipitation. The treated water would be transferred fromthe treatnment tank to offsite surface waters, to
onsite soakage pits, or to a regul ated underground injection well system The recovery, treatnent and

di sposal systemwill be characterized during remedi al design

Al'so during or prior to the renmedial design, additional field activities would be conducted to verify the
level s and extent of the inorganic plune. The field activities would include periodic groundwater nonitoring
and, if necessary, installation of additional nonitoring wells. The initiation of the construction
activities may be deferred based on the results of the sanpling effort conducted during the remedi al design
Failure to meet the drinking water standards would require the initiation of the constructi on phase for the
renmedi al action. Exceedance of the MCLS during a single sanpling effort would be confirnmed by EPA during the
subsequent sanpli ng.

The last two conponents to this alternative are treatment effluent monitoring and | ong-term groundwat er
nmonitoring to nonitor the progress of the cleanup

The total present worth cost for this renedy, based on ion exchange and reinjection, is estimted at

$8, 035, 266. Inplementation of this renedy is estinated to require six nmonths. The capital costs are
estimated at $1,191,045 and the annual &M costs are estimated at $445, 225

8.0 SUWMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

This section provides the basis for determ ning which alternative provides the "best bal ance" of trade-offs
with respect to nine criteria in CERCLA. A summary of the evaluation criteria are provided in Table 7. The

following is an eval uation and conpari son of the alternatives in light of these criteria.

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent



Al alternatives except Alternative 1 would provide protection of human health and the environnent.
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide for the restoration of the aquifer. Aternative 4 would rely on
active restoration of the shallow groundwater contam nation through punping and treating. Alternative 3

woul d rely on contai nnent and eventual renoval of the contam nated groundwater in the aquifer. Alternative 2
woul d provide for protectiveness through the use of institutional controls to restrict human exposure to

cont am nat ed groundwater and through the use of natural attenuation and dispersion of contam nated
groundwater. Al though each of these three alternatives would eventually provide protection of human health
and the environnent, Alternative 3 and 4 woul d achi eve protectiveness nore quickly than Alternative 2.
Alternative 1 would not provide any active cleanup to reduce the risk Ilevels nor would provi de access
controls to restrict human exposure to contam nated groundwater and woul d, therefore, not provide protection.



TABLE 7

EVALUATI ON CRI TERI A FOR REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Standard Auto Bunper Corp. Site

H al eah, Florida

Threshol d Requirements

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environment: Assesses degree to which alternative elimnates,
reduces, or controls health and environnental threats through treatnent, engi neering nethods, or
institutional controls

Conpl i ance with ARARs: Assesses conpliance with Federal and State requirenents

Primary Balancing Oriteria

Cost: Weighing of benefits of a renedy against the cost of inplenentation

Inplenentability: Refers to the technical feasibility and administrative ease of a renedy.

Short-Term Ef fectiveness: Length of time for remedy to achi eve protection and potential inpact of
construction and inpl ementation of remedy.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Permanence: Degree to which a renedy can naintain protection of health and the
envi ronnent once cl eanup goals are net.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent: Refers to expected perfornance of the
treatnent technol ogies to | essen harnful nature, novenment, or anount of contam nants.

Modifying Criteria
State Acceptance: Consideration of State's opinion of the preferred alternative

Community Acceptance: Consideration of public comrents on the Proposed Pl an



Conpl i ance with ARARs

Alternatives 3 and 4 would include active renedi ation of the groundwater and woul d be designed to conply with
rel evant Federal and State ARARs and local regulations. Alternative 2 would allow for attai nnent of the MCLs
t hrough natural attenuation of the groundwater contam nants. Potential conpliance with ARARs woul d be

noni tored during groundwater nonitoring. Alternative 2 would not attain ARARs as quickly as Alternatives 3 or
4. Aternative 1 would not conply with Federal and State drinking water standards. Because the No Action
alternative would not conply with the two prinmary criteria (Table 7), it will not be considered further in
the analysis of alternatives.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

Alternative 4 would provide for the recovery of the plume and reduction in risks on a | ong-term basis through
treatment. Alternative 3 would be designed to renove the groundwater contam nation to achieve |long-term
effectiveness and permanence. Alternative 2 would not provide for active remedi ation and would attain a

| ong-term and pernmanent reduction in risk nore slowy than active restoration (Alternatives 3 and 4).
Alternatives 3 and 4 would restore groundwater to cleanup goals nore expeditiously than Alternative 2. There
woul d al so be a potential of exposure fromresidual contanmination in Alternative 2. However, the renoval of
the source of contam nation for QU one will pronote quicker natural attenuation of the groundwater. One of
the objectives of in determning the soil cleanup goals was to elimnate the nigration of contam nants from
the soil to the groundwater.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol ume

Alternative 4 would satisfy this criterion nore thoroughly than the other 3 alternatives. Only Alternative 4
woul d enploy treatnent to reduce the toxicity, nobility and volume of all groundwater contam nants posing a
hazard i ndex for noncarcinogens greater than one for ingestion. Alternative 3 would renove contam nants from
the aquifer thereby reducing the nobility and volune of the plume. Dilution would reduce the toxicity of the
contam nation. |In both of these alternatives, punping would create a zone of capture preventing or reducing
contami nant m grati on.

Alternative 2 allows the contam nated groundwater to continue mgrating and does not satisfy this criteria in
the short term However, inplenentation of the QU one renedy would facilitate natural dispersion/attenuation
of the plunme to bel ow cl eanup goal s.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative 2 would involve the | east anobunt of short-termrisk, because it does not involve construction.
This alternative would be the quickest to adm nister, but slowest to achieve protectiveness. Active
restoration would achi eve protectiveness nore rapidly than natural attenuation, but EPA s concl usion derived
fromthe graph of previous sanpling events (Figure 10) shows that Alternative 2 nmay be effective in eighteen
to twenty four nonths. Quarterly groundwater nonitoring would be used to assess the adequacy of Alternative
2. Aternatives 3 and 4 would involve sone potential for short-termrisk to workers during the installation
of the recovery wells and disposal system Aternative 4 also would involve risks during the construction of
the treatment system Any risks to workers involved during construction of Alternatives 3 or 4 would be
reduced through inplenmentation of a health and safety plan. A though Alternative 4 would take the | ongest to
inmplenent, it would be the quickest to achieve protection of hunman heal t h.

Inmpl emrentability

Alternative 2 would be the sinplest to acconplish. Institutional controls and natural attenuation do not
require construction equipnent as in the other alternatives. Wile, Aternatives 3 and 4 would both involve
straightforward construction and nai nt enance of equival ent recovery systenms, Aternative 4 would also require
construction and mai ntenance of a treatnent system As Alternative 3 would involve the disposal of
groundwater to the POTW it may be adm nistratively difficult to send groundwater for a |long period of time
to the treatnent plant.



Cost

Tabl e 8 shows that Alternative 2 has the | owest present worth, capital and &M cost than Alternative 3 or 4,
because it does not require construction. Aternative 4 has the highest capital, O& and present worth cost
of the other two alternatives, due to the treatnment conponent.

State Accept ance

The State of Florida, as represented by the Departnent of Environnmental Protection, has been the support
agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study process for the Standard Auto Bunper site. In
accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency FDER has provided input during this process. Based
upon conments received fromFDER, it is expected that concurrence will be forthconi ng; however, a fornal
letter of concurrence has not yet been received.



TABLE 8

REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE COST ESTI MATES

Standard Auto Bunper Site

Al ternative
Wrth Tot al Cost

0

#1 No Action
$94, 700

#2 Natural Attenuation &
$113, 950
Institutional Controls

#3 Extraction & POTW Di scharge
$3, 261, 276 $3, 816, 101

#4 Extraction, |on Exchange &
$6, 844, 221 $8, 035, 266

Injection Wl |l D scharge

NA:  Not Avail abl e

Capi tal Cost

$0

$19, 250

$554, 852

$1, 191, 045

Q&M Annual Cost

$212, 150

$445, 225

Pr esent

30 Year

$94, 700

$94, 700



Communi ty Accept ance

EPA solicited public comrent on the renedial alternatives discussed in Section 7.0 of this docunent during
the period of August 24 through Septenber 23, 1993. The public meeting at which EPA presented the proposed
plan was not attended by any local citizens. One staff menber from DERM attended the meeting and provided
the only witten comrent that EPA received during the comrent period (see Appendix B). Overall, there has
been very little comunity interest at this site throughout the Superfund process, even though over 400
proposed plans were sent to the comunity, nedia, and government officials. There is no indication the
public would not support the selected renedy.

9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detail ed analysis of alternatives and
public and state comrents, EPA has selected Alternative 2 as the groundwater renedy for this site. This
remedy was selected since it will be protective of human health, conply with ARARs, and provide the best
bal ance anong the alternatives with regard to effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost.

9.1 Goundwater Renediation

I npl enentation of this alternative will include the natural attenuation of the metals in the shallow
groundwat er and neasures to restrict human consunpti on of contaninated groundwater. These neasures include
groundwat er use controls such as deed notices and prevention of new potable wells under FAC Chapter 17-524.
G oundwat er nmonitoring activities would be conducted to verify the |levels and extent of the inorganic
contami nation in the groundwater. The nmjor conponents of this remedy include the follow ng:

a) Nat ural attenuation of groundwater contam nants above MCLs to concentrati ons bel ow MCLs

b) G oundwat er use controls on properties containing contam nated groundwat er

C) G oundwat er monitoring for a mni numof 18 nonths

In addition to these conponents of the QU2 renedy, the renedy for the source control, selected in the Record
of Decision - Qperable Unit One, Septenber 1992 will be fully inplemented. QUL renediation goals or
perfornmance standards were devel oped for chrom um and ni ckel which were two O COCs. The general conponents
of the QUL renedy include the follow ng:

a) Excavation of contam nated soils

b) Goundwater nonitoring for up to 5 years

The purpose of the QUL and O groundwater nonitoring will be, in part, to verify that renoval of the source
and that natural attenuation are reducing the concentrations of the indicator chemcals to below MlLs. The
remedy for QUL did not contenplate installation of additional nonitoring wells; however, the QU2 renedy
contains the follow ng nodification to the original Q2 Alternative 2 stated in the FS:

a) Installation of additional monitoring well

9.2 Performance Standards

The restoration of the aquifer will be nonitored quarterly for indicator chemcals. The indicator chemicals
for this site include contam nants that are currently exceedi ng MCLs and contam nants whose concentrati ons
nmay be questionable. Perfornance standards are determned for these chemicals and are as foll ows:

N ckel 100 ug/|

Chr om um 100 ug/|
Thal I'i um 2 ug/l



Performance standards are based on Federal MCL values. The major ARARs for this renedy include but are not
limted to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs (40 CRF Part 141) and the Florida Primary DW5, FAC
17-550, which are relevant and appropri ate.

9.3 Conpliance Testing

A groundwat er conpliance programw || nonitor the progress of the natural aquifer restoration. G oundwater
sanples will be collected fromexisting nonitoring wells and froman additional nonitoring well to be
install ed downgradi ent of MMO02S on the G |da Bakery property. The new nonitoring well wll provide further
confirmation that nickel levels are continuing to decline and that contanmination has not mgrated to the Red
Road Canal .

Conpl i ance testing will be perforned in conjunction with the soils remediation in QUL. Quarterly groundwater
sanples will be collected fromthe monitoring wells and anal yzed for the indicator chemcals for 18 nonths
after soil cleanup is conplete. At the end of this 18 nonth period, if groundwater is no |longer in violation
of the performance standards for the indicator chemcals set forth in Section 9.2, no active groundwater
remedi ation will be necessary. |If levels are exceeded, EPA and FDEP wi || evaluate the need for further
action. Irregardless, nonitoring will continue until the perfornmance standards are net. Post renedi ation
nonitoring will be conducted for a mnimum of one year to confirmthat the perfornmance standards have been
att ai ned.

10. 0 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund Sites is to select renedial actions that are protective of hunman
health and the environnment. CERCLA al so requires that the selected renedial action for the site conply with
ARARs, be cost-effective and utilize pernmanent solutions or alternative treatnent technol ogi es to the naxi num
extent practicable. The statute contains a preference for renedies that include treatment as a principal
element. The follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected renmedy for contam nated groundwater neets all the
statutory requirenents with the exception of the preference for treatnent.

10.1 Protection of Hunman Heal th and Environnent

The sel ected renmedy protects human health and the environment by reducing |levels of contaminants in the
groundwater to levels within Federal and State MCLs. Natural attenuation of the groundwater contam nants
will reduce the risk to human health to a hazard index of bel ow one for noncarcinogens. G oundwater use
controls for properties that are above the contam nated groundwater will reduce the risk of human exposure to
contam nants. No unacceptable short-termrisks or cross-media inpacts will be caused by inplenentation of

t he remedy.

10.2 Conpliance with ARARs
I mpl erentation of this remedy will conply with all Federal and State ARARs and will not require a waiver.

Chemi cal - Speci fic ARARs. The performance standards for the indicator chemcals specified in Section 9.2 are
based on Federal and State MCLs. Federal and State MCLs are considered rel evant and appropriate when

det ermi ni ng acceptabl e exposure to groundwater. During the nost recent round of sanpling, nickel was the
only chem cal detected at a concentration above its MCL. Al umi numand iron exceeded State secondary DW5s in a
nunber of monitoring wells. As a result, the State identified the secondary DWs for alumnumand iron as a
potential ARAR pursuant to FAC Chapters 17-550.320 and 17-520.420. However, the el evated | evels of al um num
and iron appear to reflect the general groundwater quality in the area. Properties surrounding the site are
industrial or comercial and include a junk yard. These two chemicals are not considered to be site rel ated;
therefore, such conpounds will not be used as indicator chemicals and their secondary standards are not
applicable or relevant and appropriate. Sinmilarly, one groundwater sanple contained manganese at a | evel
equivalent to its Federal secondary MCL of 50 ug/l. EPA also does not consider this to be representative of
groundwat er conditions at the site; however, EPA expects that renediation of groundwater will result in
reduction of manganese to bel ow the secondary MCL.



Action-Specific ARARs. ARARs for groundwater use controls include FAC Chapter 17-524, "New Potable Vater
VWll Permtting in Delineated Areas". This Florida rule restricts installation of newwells in delineated
areas of known contami nation

Locati on-Specific ARARs. No location specific ARARs are applicable or relevant and appropriate for the site.
10.3 Cost-Effectiveness

After evaluating all of the alternatives which satisfy the two threshold criteria above, EPA has concl uded
the selected renedy affords the highest |evel of overall effectiveness proportional to its cost. Section
300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP also requires EPA to evaluate three out of the five balancing criteria

I ong-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility or volume through treatment; and
short-termeffectiveness, to determ ne overall effectiveness. Cost-effectiveness is determ ned by eval uating
these balancing criteria to determine overall effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then conpared to cost
to ensure that the renedy is cost-effective. The selected renedy provides for overall effectiveness in
proportion to its cost.

This remedy has a relative | ow present worth, capital and O%M cost conpared to nore exotic renedies, while
satisfying the criteria for long-termeffectiveness and permanence and short termeffectiveness. This
alternative woul d not reduce toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatment; however, the reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volume through this action would be nonitored until cleanup is attained

The estimated total present worth cost for the selected remedy is $113, 950.

10.4 UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicable ("MEP")

EPA bel i eves the sel ected renedy represents the nmaxi mumextent to whi ch pernmanent sol utions can be utilized
in a cost-effective manner for the site. After evaluating the alternatives that are protective of hunan
health and the environment and conply with ARARs, EPA has determined that the selected remedy provides the
best balance in ternms of the remaining criteria

The NCP Preanbl e, 55 FR 8734, states that natural attenuation is generally recommended only when active
restoration is not practicable, cost effective or warranted because of site specific conditions. The
followi ng factors were considered in determ ning that groundwater contam nants shoul d decrease to |levels

bel ow Federal or State MCLs through natural attenuation and dispersion: a) soil cleanup and renoval of the
source of contami nation; b) |low levels of concentration of contam nants; and, c) observed decline in

contami nants concentrations during the RI. Gven that the soil remediation will elimnate the primary source
of contam nation aquifer restoration would be extrenmely likely to occur naturally at this site. Based on the
observed drop in concentrations of contam nants during the successive sanpling rounds in the R, EPA

antici pates that concentration of contam nants in groundwater will be reduced to bel ow the perfornance
standards within a reasonabl e tinmefrane.

10.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

The statutory preference for treatment is not satisfied by the sel ected remedy; however, natural attenuation
utilizes a cost-effective nethod to address the residual threat to the groundwater posed by the source
following QUL cleanup. Based on the linted area of the groundwater plume; the apparent |ow nobility of
groundwat er contam nants due to site-specific hydrogeol ogic factors; the groundwater contam nants present and
their concentrations, relative to drinking water quality standards; and the fact that the source of the
contam nation, the soil, will be renoved this year, EPA concluded that it was inpracticable to treat the
groundwat er effectively. The renedial objectives of the selected renmedy address the health and environment al
threats at the site: ingestion of contam nated groundwater



APPENDI X A
Fourth Round G oundwater Analytical Data
<Fi gur e>

TABLE 4-16

FOURTH ROUND GROUND WATER ANALYTI CAL DATA FROM DEEPER VELLS
STANDARD AUTO BUMPER CORPORATI ON

H ALEAH, FLORI DA

NOVEMBER, 1992

I W-1W 01D GW 4DR- GW 06D-GNV 14D GV
11/17/92 11/18/92 11/17/92 11/17/92 11/17/92

1205 1000 1220 1305 1245
I NORGANI C ELEMENTS uGd L ud L ud L ud L uGd L
S| LVER 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
ARSEN C 30U 30U 30U 30U 30U
BARI UM 12 12 13 18 18
BERYLLI UM 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U
CADM UM 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U
COBALT 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
CHROM UM 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
COPPER 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
MOLYBDENUM 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
NI CKEL 20U 20U 20U 20U 20U
LEAD 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U 5.0U
ANTI MONY 30U 30U 30U 30U 30U
SELENI UM 40U 40U 40U 40U 40U
TI'N 25U 25U 25U 25U 25U
STRONTI UM 720U 760U 820U 780U 690U
TELLUR UM 50U 50U 50U 50U 50U
TI TANI UM 10U 10U 10U 10U 11
THALLI UM 100U 100U 100U 100U 100U
VANADI UM 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
YTTRI UM 10U 10U 10U 10U 10U
ZI NC 27 17 10U 18 81
MERCURY 0.2U 0.2U 0.2U 0.2U 0.2U
ALUM NUM 100U 100U 100U 100U 290
MANGANESE 11 12 10U 10U 17
ME L MZ L M L ME L ME L
CALCI UM 77 78 77 78 73
MAGNESI UM 7.6 9.8 10 7.2 7.4
I RON 1.0 0.93 0. 68 0.79 0.72
SCD UM 38 44 45 38 35
POTASSI UM 2.0U 2.0U 2.2 2.0U 2.0U

NA - NOT ANALYZED
U - MATERIAL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED. THE NUMBER IS THE M NI MUM QUANTI TATION LIM T



TABLE 4-17
FOURTH ROUND QUALI TY ASSURANCE/ QUALI TY CONTROL ANALYTI CAL DATA
STANDARD AUTO BUMPER CORPORATI ON

H ALEAH, FLORI DA

NOVEMBER, 1992

I NORGANI C ELEMENTS

NA

U

SI LVER
ARSENI C
BARI UM
BERYLLI UM
CADM UM
COBALT
CHROM UM
COPPER
MOLYBDENUM
NI CKEL
LEAD

ANTI MONY
SELENI UM
TI'N
STRONTI UM
TELLUR UM
TI TANI UM
THALLI UM
VANADI UM
YTTRI UM
ZI NC
MERCURY
ALUM NUM
MANGANESE

CALCI UM
MAGNESI UM
I RON

SCD UM
POTASSI UM

- NOT AVAI LABLE

02S- GV
11/ 18/ 92
0955

uGd L

10U
30U
16
5.0U
5.0U
10U
10U
10U
10U
270
5.0U
30U
40U
25U
700
50U
10U
100U
10U
10U
18
0.2U
120U
38

M L

DUP- GW
11/ 18/ 92

uGd L

10U
30U
17
5.0U
5.0U
10U
10U
10U
10U
260
5.0U
30U
40U
25U
710
50U
10U
100U
10U
10U
18
0.2U
100U
37

M L

PB4- GV
11/ 18/ 92
1430

U@ L

10U
30U
10U
5.0U
5.0U
10U
10U
10U
10U
20U
5.0U
30U
40U
25U
10
50U
10U
100U
10U
10U
10U
0.2U
100U
10U

MZ L

50U
10U
. 050U
ou
ou

MNP OOO

- MATERI AL WAS ANALYZED FOR BUT NOT DETECTED. THE NUMBER IS THE M NIl MUM QUANTI TATION LIM T



APPENDI X B
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

This summary presents the Agency's responses to any comrents that were received fromthe commnity, |ocal
officials, or potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the Standard Auto Bunper Corporation site operable
unit two, groundwater. EPA received only one coment, submtted by the Pollution Prevention Division of the
Dade County Department of Environnental Resources Managenent (DERM).

A OVERVI EW

At the start of the public comment period, EPA issued its selection for the preferred alternative via the
medi a and the Proposed Plan. EPA' s recomrended alternative was natural attenuation, groundwater use controls
and groundwater nonitoring. This alternative, Alternative 2, was specified in the final ROD.

Since no comments were received fromthe residents in the community during the public comrent period, EPA can
concl ude that the community woul d not be adverse to natural attenuation, groundwater use controls and
groundwat er nonitoring. DERMs comment is addressed below. The local citizens did not voice objections to
any of the alternatives.

B. BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

Community interest in the Standard Auto Bunper Corporation site has been very limted dating back to the
start of the Remedial Investigation when EPA held a public availability session at the Henry M Filer

M ddl e/ Community School. The neeting, held on January 10, 1991, was announced in the |ocal newspaper and an
EPA fact sheet. The only person fromthe comunity who attended the neeting, was an enpl oyee of the Standard
Aut o Bunper Corporation. EPA has nmade information on the site available at the local library and the

Regi onal office in Atlanta, Georgia. These files are updated as new material is generated concerning the
site.

During the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), public interest remained at the sane |ow | evel.

At the conpletion of the groundwater FS, the Proposed Plan for the groundwater was sent to approxi mately 500
people in the comunity, government, and media. A public coment period was held from August 24 to

Sept enber 23, 1993. A public neeting, announced in public notices and in the Proposed Plan, was held in the
John F. Kennedy Menorial Library in H al eah on Septenber 2, 1993. The purpose of the nmeeting was to present
the Proposed Plan and answer questions. No local citizens attended the public neeting; however, one staff
menber from DERM was present.

C.  SUWARY COF COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

Only one comment was received regarding the Standard Auto Bunper site during the comment period. No comments
were received fromthe community or fromthe PRP. A summary of the witten comment and EPA' s response to
that comment is set out bel ow

Summary and Response to Dade County DERM s Concer ns

1. Staff at the Hazardous Waste Section of DERM support Alternative 4, extraction, treatnent and di scharge
as the treatnment nethodol ogy best suited for the site.

EPA Response: EPA sent out a draft ROD to a peer review commttee for comments. The recomrended renedy in
the draft ROD was Alternative 4 in part due to the Superfund statutory preference to enploy treatment to
reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volune as a principal elenent. The Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) conmented on the draft ROD and recomended that groundwater nonitoring be performed for 18
months. At the end of the nmonitoring period, if groundwater was no |onger in violation of drinking water



standards for site related contam nants, no active groundwater renediation would be necessary. |If levels
were still exceeded, EPA and FDEP woul d re-eval uate the need for a nore pro-active approach. EPA concl uded
that it was inpracticable to treat the groundwater effectively based on the linmted area of the groundwater
pl une; the apparent |ow nobility of groundwater contaninants due to site-specific hydrogeol ogic factors; the
groundwat er contam nants present and their concentrations, relative to drinking water quality standards; and
the fact that the source of the contami nation, the soil, will be renmoved this year. |n addition, groundwater
use controls will address the health and environmental threat posed by the site, ingestion of contam nated
groundwat er. EPA agreed with FDEP and determ ned that the cost of punping and treating the groundwater
relative to other alternatives that provide overall effectiveness was excessive. Therefore, Aternative 2
was reconmmended in the Proposed Plan and selected in the final ROD as the renedy for the contam nated
groundwater. The final ROD contains further details of the process for selecting the renedial alternative.

D.  RENAI NI NG CONCERNS

EPA is mainly concerned w th determ ning whet her groundwater contami nation is abated by cleaning up the
soils, the source of the contam nation. EPA is confident that the soil cleanup will mnimze the need for
groundwat er punping and treatnment. Goundwater will be nonitored to determne the inpact of soil

remedi ati on.

In the event an active groundwater recovery is necessary at the site, the public will be notified.
E. RE-CPENING OF THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI CD

Due to the addition of several documents to the administrative record after the i ssuance of the proposed

pl an, the decision was nade to re-open the public comment period for the receipt of comments on the added
docunents. The docunents that were added to the record anal yzed renedi ation tinmeframes under the different
alternatives.

The public comment period was held from Cctober 28, 1993 to Novenber 27, 1993. No comrents were received
during the re-opened or second public coment period.



